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CLARENCE EVERETT JONES, SR, individually and
on behal f of all present and future inmates in
the Dorchester County Jails in Sumerville,
South Carolina and in St. GCeorge, South
Carol i na,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

JOHN R BARNES, Jail Adm nistrator; A PASTOR
Capt ai n, Detention Center Commander; S. GREEN,
First Lieutenant and Detention Supervisor; J.
WASHI NGTON, First Li eut enant and
Adm ni strative Oficer; L. CARM CHAEL,
Li eut enant ; C. HEYWARD, Li eut enant ; S.
EVERETT, Lieutenant; L. HAYNES, Lieutenant and
Jail Team Commander; DORCHESTER COUNTY; RANDY
SCOTIT, Chairman; SKIP ELLIOTI;, CHRI S MJRPHY;
LARRY HARGETT; RI CHARD ROSEBROCK, Dorchester
County Council Menber; RAY NASH, Dorchester
County Sheri ff; TARA Rl CHARDSQN, Cty
Magi strate of Dorchester County in her
of ficial capacity, Chairman,

Def endants - Appel |l ees,

and

KERRY M TCHELL CARN, i ndividually,

Def endant .



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Colunbia. Margaret B. Seynour, District Judge.
( CA- 04- 2527- 2- MBS)

Subm tted: August 29, 2005 Deci ded: Septenber 16, 2005

Before NI EMEYER, KING and SHEDD, Crcuit Judges.

D sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Cl arence Everett Jones, Sr., Appellant Pro Se. Janes Al bert
Stuckey, Jr., Charleston, South Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Cl arence Everett Jones, Sr., seeks to appeal the district
court’s order denying an extension of the discovery period and
di smi ssing one defendant in his 42 U S.C. § 1983 (2000) action
This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28
US C 8§ 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory and collatera
orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (2000); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v.

Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The order Jones

seeks to appeal is neither a final order nor an appeal able
interlocutory or collateral order. Accordingly, we dismss the
appeal for lack of jurisdiction. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED



